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Project REACH (Rural Education Approach in < a 
Consortium for Handicapped) was designed as a model program to 
demonstrate methods of service for mildly, moderately, and severely 
handicapped children located in 14 school district areas in 5 
couittjies of the San Luis Valley in southern Colorado from October 
^978[through June 1981. The main Emphasis was on serving the severely 
^handicapped in rural areas where adequate programs designed to meet 
their need seldom exist. The model had a 3-part thrust: service', 
education, an.d interagency cooperation. Of the 168 children in the 




involvement did 

r .-. - ^ . dividual 

families on a one-tp-one basis. REACH was directly involved with 
integration of childre#-f ront*a community center to either, 
transitional or regular classrooms in 6 of the 14 districts; service 




ing mentally 

Cerebral Palsy students. Project REACH continued to coordinate 
referrals to various state and local 'agencies. Approximately 700 , 
people attended various community workshops conducted by REACH from 
19,79 to 198JU (BRR)" 
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* PROJECT REACH ■ \ 
1980-1981 

A RURAL EDUCATION APPROACH IN A CONSORTIUM FOR HANDICAPPED ' 
^ A COMPREHENSIVE SERVICE MODEL 

. Finaf Evaluation * ' 

Project [REACH was designed to serve as a model program to demonstrate 

direct methods of service for mildly, moderately and severely handicapped 

\ * 

children. The main emphasis was on serving the severely handicapped in 
.rural areas where adequate programs designed to meet their needs seldom exist'. 
Throughout the three year program the Model retained its* tri-part, thrust: 

(1) Service, (2) Education, (3) Interagency Cooperation- "This filial evaluation 

I. 

format will address these three components',, v 

REACH sefryes 14 school district, -areas in 5 -counties of the San Luis Valley 
in Southern Colorado, The Valley 1 is about 100 miles long and- 50 miles wide, - 
There ^are two communities over'soOO, but les$ than 10,000 pgpulatibn,* Three 
communities would fall between 300^nd .5000 population Approximately &0. : 

» ' » • * 

other communities would be classed as villages and would vary from 10q people' 
to 3000 petfpleT A^tate Department of Education report in. 1974-1975 identified 
168 children in the area who need supplementary services of physical or oceup- 
ational therapy. Following a comprehensive Needs Assessments one main Goal 
and 10 Objectives- were set up to be accomplished by the REACH propram, 
GOAL: To develop and implement and exemplary tri-part model. of service for 
severely handicapped ^students which. can be used as a model for other 
rural communities in the nations . <. V: * * « v • / 

OBJECTIVE 1. To develop and implement in the school apd home environments m ' 

prescriptive supplementary supportive ^programs for* 80% of the* \ 

, v • 

handicapped children ages 5-18 in the 44 school districts by 

v > * J • 

June 1979. • • . V ' - l# *. 



OBJECTIVE 2, 



OBJECTIVE 3, 



To improve the extension of each individual ^prescriptive 
educational program to the regular and/or special education 
classroom setting!*. .70% by 1980. \ 



To improve" communication of the prescriptive goals and' 
methodology to the paVents of handicapped children. . .80% by June,) 
1980. - / * 



OBJECTIVE 4>-,To incj^ease- the socio-functional , self-concept, ancHjeQeral e^cademl 
skills of each child? enrolled in. the supplementary suppoH^ervi^e 
. - . * * project.*.. 40% by June, 1981. ' 



OBJECTIVE 5. 

\ 



To involve 50 students of various disciplines to work with 
handicapped childreny their schools* and families. ' 



OBJECTIVE 6. To 1 increase by 50% -the knowledge of an interdiscip-1 i'nary approach > 
, of 20 professionals as will be measured by pre and-post j 

testing by '1979.. . a 
• i v . • v t ■ . *. 

OBJECTIVE 7. To' stimulate 10 school districts *'to lead, in the implementation 
of programa for. the handicappe'd children by the end of 1981. 

OBJECTIVE 8. To ^acquaint 30% of the graduating special education class 'of the 
^ local Institution *of Higher Education in the procedure otlf 
• ' coordination and supplementary educational services of the 

special education teacher b$ the end of 1979. ' > 
*. * * 

OBJECTIVE »9. To develop a community -wide public information/public edutation 
> , program -in 50%,^ knowledge' of the* service mod&i of 90% of tbe persons 

( at the demonstration workshops. - , 

« During the entire program, responsibility, of each of the staff! members was 

^ \ . - ; • * 1 ■■. 

determined by use of the WATSON DECISION MAKING M&DEL. The model was obtained . . 
from ''The Network" at a Federal Technical Assistance- Workshop. Each staff 
member completed the forms shown on pager 3.* All choices wene negotiable and 
were resolv&jLat a staff 'meeting. - The director feels that the procedure worked* 
very 



w^l^alV 



three years of the. program. 



As Is stated' in the Project REACH proposal we must meet the. following objectives, 
. and a&ivities: . : - - ' 

( ) indicate original goals and objectives. ' 
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K . M - fon/the pbjee^ives and its activities you are interested in, and would like toxbe 
™. . directly responsible** . * , ' V 



; C - for the v objectives and its activities that you desire consUlta^.on with/ but don 1 ^ i 
have a g^at concern pr interest." . • 

„ <f^,f° r the objectives and its activities that <you would just*! ike to be informed of. i 
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DIRECT SERVICE 

, A major emphasis has been placed on direct service to disabled children* 
by jthe REACH Project from October 1978 through June fl981 (see objectives 1,2',4» 
page 1 & 2). This v includes therapy, tutorial programs, parent counseling and 
home programs, teacher consultations, evaluations and assessments, individual 
educational prescriptions and the fitting of adaptive equipment. 

With, the advent of PL 94-142 and the return of more and more children from 
institutions to- their home schools, the need -to adequately integrate these 
children has become apparent. The.-REACK' staff 'developed' activities and a process 
to smooth x t heir mains treaming. Project REACH ,also served as an initial impetus 
for the creation of- a classroom whose purpose is to serve as a transition from 
an institutional setting to a' public school'setting. 

As of June.^15, 1981, atotal of. 136 children had received services and had " 

s 

been affected in some way by REACH personnel. 

When a pph'ca^le, .teachers have been assisted with .behavior .management 

programs, construction of educational programs and objectives, coordination. . 

between schdol*and home environments; and adaptation of the child's environment, 
r f 

Materials and counseling on the integration of institutionalized children have 

also been % ut^ized, and will be covered^under the section of'this report en 

Integration. Permission to collect Information was obtained on all Students 
) p ** % 4 t* \ • • • 

and jiome visits have been made to afl children served during the4|$-.1980 
& 1980-1981 school year. All students have. been evaluated by one or 'more of * 

* s» * , y ^ < \ 

the team members to determine appropriateness and .prescriptive strategies. 

* i ^ 

The following list is a Nummary chart of Direct Services. for the 136 

children: A numerically coded list of the 136 names is on file in>the offices 

) i 

oTSpeciaV Education afr the San Lui's- Valley BOCES. ! . i ' x • ■ 



BEST, COPY AVAILABLE 



DIRECT SERVICE 



District 



Activities 



Date 



Staff 



Monte Vista 



Al amosa 



Al amosa 



Alamosa- 



Alamosa • 



Montq Vista 



South Conrejos 
\ 



Al amosa 



Cohejos 



South Conejo$ 



South Conejos 



Signs, behavior Mgt. 
complete Ed. program 

Behavior Mgt. , 
Integration* visits 
Evaluation ' 
Consult on posture 
program 

Basic^ concepts, integra j 
tion visits 
Evaluation 

Consult on posture- • 
program 

Integration* vi si ts^ « 
Scoliosis and postural 
exercises. . * 
Speech and language and 
concepts 

Evaluation 



Alternative Language 
* Program 

Reading Program ^ 

Evaluations 

Physical Therapy 
Language with Handi- 
' voice, Readiness 
Skills,' OT Program 

Evaluation 



Evaluations 

Integration visits 

* Wt. Control Consultation 

Evaluations ^ 
Co'nsultive postural 
exercises 

. i 

**■ Evaluation, home 
language and .tiehavtor 
Mgt. program 

6 ,.' q . " 



5 times wkly 
10/78 t 6/79 

4/79 - 6/79 
3/81 - 2/80 
9/80 



5 times wkjy 
1/79 - 5/79 
2/80 - 9/80 



4/79 
10/79 
3/79 
4/79 



5/79 
9/80 
5/81 



^ 5 times wkly. 

10/78 - 6/79 
, 1/81 - 4/81 

• 5/79 
1/80 - 5/81" 



9/79 • 

6/79' ^ 

5/79 , 
5/80 
2/80 1 
* 4/80"- 9/80 



4/79 - 6/79 



'Special 
Educator 

Special 
Educator 
All staff 
PT 



Special 
Educator 
All Staff 
PT 



Special E 

Physical 

Therapist 

Speech 

Special 
Educator 



Speech 
Special E 

Special 
Educator . 
Physical 
Therapist 
OT, Speec 
Spec. Ed.. 

Occupatic 
Therapist 

Special 
Educator 

Occupatic 
Therapist 
Occupatic 
Therapisi 
All Stafi 

Physical 
Thqrapisl 



Special 
Educator 



{ District 



DIRECT SERVICE 
Activities* 



/ 



Date 



Staff 



Monte Vist'a 



Alamosa 
Del Norte 



Language Therapy 
Language Therapy 



5 times wkly 
5/79 - 6/79 

3 times wkly 
* 2/X9 - 6/79 



Alamosa 
San Luis * 
South Conejos 



San Luis 



Alamosa 



Alamosa 
Alamosa 
Alamosa 



, Special 
, Educator 

^Special 
•-"Educator 



Evaluation, Integration 
visits 


,12/78 


7 5/79. 


Special 
• Educator 


Adaptive P.E/ & P.T. 
program 


9/79 


.4/81 


. Physical 
. therapist 


Qccupational^Jherapy 
.program 


'.9/79 - 


1/80 


Occupational 
Therapist 


Articulation & " 
Language program ' * 


'9/79 - 

* 


5/81 


Speech 


Evaluation 


6/79 • 

V 




Special ' 
Educator 


Evaluation 


4/79 


- 


Special 
Educator _ 


Evaluation 

Evaluation * r v 
Consultive postural 
exercises 


5/79 
2/Sp 
4/80 r 


• 


Special 
educator 
* Al 1 vStaf f • 

Physical 
Therapist * 


Evaluation 

-Evaluation 
Consultivd posturat 
exercises 


1/79 

2/80 
4/80 - 


9/80 


Special 
' Educator 
AU StaiFf 
Physical 
Therapist % K 


Evaluations 

Consultation ' ~z 


s 5/79 
12/80 




Speciaf * 
Educator % * 
• Special 
Educator* 


Evaluations 


4/79 




Special 



Complete Ed. Program 
Gross motor therapy 

Evaluation 



10 



5 ^inies wkly 
4/79 - 6/79, 

6/79 



4 



Educator 

Special 
Educator 

Special . 
Educator 



z. 



, Child 



District ' 



DIRECT SERVICE 60NT: • 
Activities 





t 


Date 


- Staff 


4/79 ■ 


Special' 


* ? . 

r* 

12/79 

• 


Special 

% 1 1^* a 4* 

coucauor 

Special 

Educator 
• 


" 5 times wkl^ 
10/78 - 6/79 


Speech 


10/80 - 5/81 


otfl;. Staff 


2/79 ' 


Special 

UUULU UU I •« 


1 time wkly 
. 10/78 - 5/79 
1 time wkly 
10/78 -*5}79 


Occupational 
Therapy" 
Special 
Educator 

s 


1 time wkly 
10/7-9 - 4/81 
1 time wklv 

X b 1 I' I** FT l\ IT 

10/79 - 4/81 • 


Special 
Educator, 

4 , Speech 
Therapist 


1 time* wkly 
10/79 - 4/81 


Occupational 
Thpram* <;f* 

1 1 ici up 1 J t 


1 time wkly 
10/78 -.5/79 
1 time wkly 
10/78 - 5/79 


Occupational^ 
Therapist 
Special 
Fduratnr 


-1 time wk4y 
10/79- 4/81 
1 timp wklv 

10/79 - 4/81 


,» 

Special 
Educator 

Snpprh 

, Therapist 


1 time*wkly 

10/7Q - 4/81 

XU/ ( J *+/ oi 


• Occupational 

1 I1C I up lo I 

\ 


1 time wkly 


; Special * 
Educator 


6/79 


Special 
Educator 



V • 23 
24 



25 



26 
27 



28 



29- 

ERIC • 



Cbnejos , 
% 

Sargent 
Saguache 



Alamosa 
S. Grande . 



S. Grande 



Creed? 
Alamosa 



Evaluation 

Consultation withteacheV 

Follow- up with teacher 
and consultation 

Alternative Language 
. Program 

'EvaTuation, Reading, OT 
Program, Adaptive Aids, . 
Transfers, Lajjguage 
with Handi-Voi.ce 

fcehavior Mgt. Program 

4 

Gross &"Fine Motor 
Basic Concepts . 

Reading* Readiness , Basic 
Math Concepts',, Wome 
'Program, Basic Concepts 

• expressive' laaguage dev. 
receptive- lang. memory 

f activities 
Balance, tine & Gross 

„ Motor Skills 

Gross ?cFine Motor Skills 
Basic concepts % 
Basic concepts 

, *•* » 
.Reading readiness, Basic 
Math Concepts,, Htfme. 
Program Basic concepts, 
Receptive lang. dev. 
Expressive lang. 
development, niemory act. 
Balance, protective 
abilities fine & gross 
motor ski Ms 

Life Skills' Program 



Evaluation 

8 ■ 



ii 



Child District 



DIRECT SERVICE CONT: 
Activities 



JDate^. 



♦ — * r 

Staff • 



31 

, 32 

33 
34 
35 
36 
. 37 



38 

39- 
40 
41 
42 



, Monte Vista 
Monte Vista 
Monte Vista 
Monte Vista 

9 Monte Vista 
Al amosa 
San Luis 



San Luis 

Monte Vfsta 
Monte Vista 
Monte. Vista^ 
Monte Vista 



\ 



Grammar 

Grammar 
* 

Grammar 

• 

Grammar 

\ 

* / 

Grammar 
/Evaluation 

Gross & Fine Motor 

•Consultation & 
. Evaluation 

O.T.. Program 



.Evaluation 

Language Development * 
Behavioral assessment 



, * 1 time wkly 
10/78 - S/79 
♦ 

s 1 time wkly* 
' 10/78 - 5/79 

1 time' wkly 
10/78 - 5/79 



Evaluation 
P.T. , Program 



Evaluation ^ Integration 
visits , * 



Grammar * 
Grammar, 
Grammar 
Grammar 

9 • x 

• 12 



1 time wk 
10/78 - 5/79- 

1 time wkly 
10/78 - 5/79 

-5/79 



1 time wkly 
1/79 - 4/79 

10/79 - 4/80 

1 time wkly 
4/80 - 6/80 

1/80 - 6/80 . 
4/80 - 5/81 
2/80, 



11/79 



3/80 - 5/81 



2 times wkly 



1 time wkly 
10/78* - 5/79 

1 time wkly ■ 
10/78 -5/79 

1 time, wkly 
10/78, - 5/7£ 

1/time wkly_ 
10/78 - 5/79 



Special 
Educator 

Speci al 
Educator 

Special 
Educator 

Special 
Educator' 



Special , 
Educator 

Special 
Educator 



Occupational 
- Jiierapist 

Occupational 

* Therapist 
0 . Occupational 

Therapist 

Speech 1 
Speech 
Special 
Edudator 

Physical 
Therapist 
Physical 

• Therapist 



pecial 
ducator 



Special ' 
• Educator 

> Special 
Educator 

Special , 
Educator 

Special 
♦♦Educator 



District 



Direct Service Cont: 
Activities 



Date 



Sfcaf-f- 



m \ 

'Hoy Conejos. 

4 

No, Conejos 



Creede- 



Monte Vista 

San Luis 

San Luis 

Alamosa 

Mohte V.ista 

Monte Vista 

Alamosa 
♦ 

Alamosa 
Alamosa 



Balance, Equilibrium, f 
visual memtnry 

ROM, Communication, res- 
piratory. 

Counseling, adaptive 
eqdipment/wheel chai r ' 



10/78 - 6/79 



1 time wk-ly . 
1/79 - 5/79 

9/79.- 10/79 



1 time 
10/78 



Gross & Fine Motor, ADL 
program 

Gait training, transfers, 1 time 
UE strengthening 10/79. 
Consultation with>motheV^ 
teacher - 10/79 



ROM, ADL 



1 time 
10/78 - 
1 time 
10/79 • 



Trunk mobility, reflex 
inhibition, relaxation, 
heel chord lengthening 
Consultation to introduce 
d^ily living aids 9/79 



wkly . 

• 12/78 
wkly 

■ 4/81 . 

3/80' 

wkly 

• 5/79 . 
wkly 

• 5/80 



Evaluation " % 
Consultation 11 
Evaluation 

Language Evaluation 

r 
J 

/ 

Behavior Mgt. program 



Behavior Mgt % program 
BehaVfor Mgt. .program 

i ' 

Evaluation 



Evaluation 

Supervised home program 
& parent consultation 



12/78 

9/80 -2/81 
12/78 

^10/78 

12/78 

2/79 

♦ 

3/79 
3/79 
1/79 

11/79 - 6/80. 



Occupational 
^herapist^ 

Occupational' 
Therapist 

Physical 
Therapist 

Occupational 
Therapist 

'Physical 
Therapist 
Occupational 

* Therapist 

Occupational 
Therapist 
Physical 
Therapist— 

Occupational 

* Therapist 

Special 
Educator 
Speech 

e 

Special 
Educator- 

Special 
Educator 

Special 
Educator 

Special 
Educator 

Special 
Educator 

-Special , * s 
Educator 

/ JL_ 
< Special 

• Educator 
Special 
Educator 



Direct Servo ce Cont: 



Child 



District 



Activities 



Date 



Staff 



55 
'» 56 

57 
' 58 

59 

60 

61 

62 



iERIC 



62 



63 



64 



65 



Saguache 
Alamosa 



S&guache 
Del Norfe 

Monte Vista 

No. Conejos 

Del Norte 

Del Norte 



No. Coneys 



Alamosa 



Alamosa 



Al ampsa 



Evaluation . 5/79 

Evaluation, Consultation 12/80 - 3/81 



Alternative Lang. Program 5 times wkly 

10/78 - 6/79 
Evaluation 5/79 



Evaluation 



Gross & Fine Motor 



2/79 



1 time wkly 
10/78 - 5/79 



Reflex inhibition, skill 1 time wkly 

* 10/79 - 6/80 

Aid in communication ski Lis , 
with typewriter, anl in • 
eating with rocker knife, 1 time wkly 
* consultation with teacherslO/79. - 5/80 
Relaxation, reflex, 
inhibition, wt. bearina/9/80 - 4/81 
exercises, consult on-^PE 



Eval uation 



Evaluation 
consult, on posture 
program^ 



Evaluation - 

language Therapy 

fe Mod Program for Home 



1/73. 

2/80 
9/80 ' 



2/80 < 

2/80 - 2/81 , 
10/80 - 2/81 



} Evaluation 
' Wt, Control & Hygiene 
Program 



2/80 
5/80'' 

ConsuTtat4 on on posture 9/80 



Occupational 
Therapist 

Speech 

Special 

Educator 

Speech 

Occupational 
Therapist 

Occupational 
Therapist 

Occupational 
Therapist \ 

Physical 
Therapist, 



Occupational 
Therapist/ 

Physical j 
Therapist 

Sp6c\al 
Educator 

All Team Mem. 

Physical 
Therapist 

All Team Mem 
Speech 
Special • 
Educator # - 

All Team Mem 

Occupational 
Therapy 
Physical 
Therapy 



11 



Direct Service Cont": 



Child 



District 



Activities 



Date 



Staff 



.66' 



67 



68 



69 



70 



No. Conejos 



Sierra Grande 



No. Conejos 



71*. 



n 



73 . * 



lis 



Del^orte 



Hooper 



So. Conejos 



»*/5So. Conejos 



No. Conejos 



Evaluation 
Consrult on- posture 
program 4 

Evaluation 



2/00 
9/80 

2/80 



Evaluation, Lang. Therapy 2/80 - 4/81 
Evaluation^ Readiness 'Act. 2/80 r 4/80 



Muscle strengthening, 11/79 - 3/80. 
reflex inhibition 3/81 - 5/81 

Evaluation. Motor Develo- 
pment. * • 2/80 - 4/80 
Auditory- memory skills, exp- 
ressive & receptive lang*, 
increase breath support & > 
control ' ' 2/8 0 -"4/80 

Adaptive P.E.' Supervision 
.trunk rotation, normal 1 time wkly 
\gait, Heel -toe gait ' 12/79 - 4/81 

Strengthening exercises, , * 

balance transferring, inte- . * 

gration ^ 12/79 - 4/81 

.Walking, standing, trans- 
ferring., wheelchair mani- 10/79 - 5/81 

'pulati'on, exercises 



Integration activities 



Observation, informal 

assessment; 

Consultation 



2 times wkl*y< 
full day 
1/80 



10/79' 
10/80 



Evaluation, Consult vnth » 
teach§r & parents 2/80 
Evaluation, ROM, strength- 



3/80 



emng 

Reading program 
'Consultation 



2/80- 11/81 



1 time wkly 
10/79 - 5/80 
11/80 



Al 1 Team Mem 

Physfcat* ^ 
therapist 4 

Occupational 
Therapist 
Speech 
Special 
.Educator 

Occupational 
Therapist 
Physical 
Therapist 



Speech 



Physical 
Therapist 



.Occupational 
Therapist 
Physical* „ 
Therapist * 

Special 
Educator 



Special 
Education 

Occupational 
Thefapist 

Physical 
Therapist . 

Special * 
Educator 
Special/ 
Educator 



Direct Service Cent: 



District 



Activities 



Date 



.Staff 



No. Conejos 

4 

Mante Vista 

Creede 
♦ . 

Alamosa' * 

'J 

Monte Vi^ta 

Del Norte - 
Del Norte 



Sargent 
S.D. Cristq^ 
So. Conejos 

S,D. Cristo 

AT amosa 

No. Conejos - 

Center 



Assessment, auditory & . 

visua-1 memory /consul- 1/80^^4781 

tat ion with teachers & * 
parents 

Consultation v/ith school 

nurse, informal assessment 11/79 

* «. 

Evaluation, consultation 1 time wkly 

with parents- & teachers 10/79 - 1/80 

Consultation with teacher 1/80/ 

4 

Evaluation - B ,12/79 



Evaluation 



Evaluation 



11/79 - 12/79 



^ .9/79 ' 



Behavfbr Mgt, program 
Consult with teacher « 

Behavior Mgt. Program 

ft 

Evaluation 



11/79 
11/80 

1/80 



2/79 
U/80- 



Eval uati on , fc Scpl i osi s 
exercises 

Eval uation 



< 4/80 - 3/81 ^# 

4/80 



Evaluation,- Consultation s 
with teachers 4/80 

Behavior Mgt. Consultation 
With "teachers 4/80 

' ■ 9/80 ~ 10/80 



Special 
Educator 



Physical 
Therapist. 



All Team Mem 

Speech 

Occupational 
Therapist. 
Physical 
Therapist 

Occupation^ 
Therapist, 
Physical 
Therapist 
Occupational 
Therapist, 
Physical 
Therapist * 

Special \ 
Educator 

Special 
Educator 

Occupational 
Therapist 
Physical 
Therapist 

Physical 
Therajrist 

Speech 

Physical 
^Therapist 

Special 
Educart'or 



13/ - 16 



V 



$ ■ • 



Child 



District 



- • 7- 

Direct Sen/fee- Cont: 
Activities -» 



Date 



Staff 



88 

8-9 
90 



91 
92 
93 
94 
95 



\ 



96 



97 

98 
99 



a 00 



Center 

San Luis 
Al amosa 



Moffat'-' 
Monte Vista 
Al amosa 
Saguache * , 
Center 



No. Conejos 



Alamosa 



So. Conejos 



Monte Vista. 



AT-amosar 



Observation, consult 
vwith principal . • 



4/80 



Observation, consult with 
teacher 4/80 



Consultation on . J 
inhib'iti,ve casting 
Relaxation-, Gross 
Motor Prog. 

Behavior Mgt. Program 



Evaluation 
ii 

^* 

Mobility Training 
Consultation \ 
Consultation 



Evaluation 



Evaluation 



Evaluation 



Evaluation 



-Everta a t i on 



4/80 

9/80 - 4/81 



5/80 



5/80 - 6/80 
2/81 - 3/81 

5/80 - 6/80 



4/80 
2/80 



6/80 



6/8Q, 

6/80 
fr/80 



-2/80- 



Special 
Educator 

\^ Special 
Educator 

Physical • 
Therapist 
Physical 
Therapist * 

Special ' 
• Educator 

All Team Mem. 



Occupational 
Therapist * 

Special 
Educator 

Occupational 
Therapist, 
Physical - 
Therapist 

Occupational 
Therapist, - % 
Physical 
Therapist 

Occupational - 
Therapist, 
Physical 
Therapist 

Physical 
Therapist 

Occupational 
Therapist, 
Physical 
Therapist 



-phystcal^ 
Therapist 



Direct Service Cont: 



District 



Activities 



Date" >' 



^taff 



Centennial 



S.D. Cristo 



Alamosa 



Del Nolrte 



Center 
Monte Vista 
Mor\te Vista 

v 

Sargent \ 

« 

Monte Vista 

Alamosa 
. Monte Vista m 

Mpnte Vista 

No. Conejos 

"~ATarnoia" 

v Centennial 



Consultation & 
Evaluation 



Consultation &• 
Evaluation 



Consultation & 
Evaluation 



Evaluation 

Evaluation 
Evaluation 
Consultation 



Consultation, home 
program" 

Behavior Consultation 



Ev61uat^pn 4 
Consultation 

Consultatior 

s 

Evaluation 

s 

Consultation 

Consultation 

15- ' 18 



4/81 



4/81 



4/81 



*** 



£4 



4/81 



4/81 
'4/81 

,4/81 ' ( 

2/81 - 4/81 . 

1/81 i 5/81 

1/81 - 4/81 
11/80 - 3/81 

10/80. - 3/81 

3/81 



11/80-T/81 



.2/81 



. Physical 
Therapist, 
Special 

: -Educator 

- Physical 

* Therapist,' 
.Occupational 
Therapist - 

Physical 

Therapist, 

Occupational 

* Therapist 

Physical 

* Therapist, 
Occupational 
Therapist 

Physical 
Therapist 

Phys.ical 
Therapist 

Physical 
Therapist . 

Special 
Educator 

^.Special 
^.-Educator 



> 



Speech - 

Physical 
Therapist 

Physical 
Therapist 

c. 

Special 
•Educator 



Physical 
Therapist 

Physical 

Therapist 

Special 



Child 



District 



Direct Service Cont: 
Activities 



Date 



Staff 



116 



amosa 



Evaluation 



. 117 



118 



119 

120 * s 
121 

i 

122 
123 

' 124 

125 
126 * 



128 



Cente' 



Del Norte 



129 



ERjC 



Al amosa 
Al amosa 
Del Norte 
Monte Vista 



No. Conejos 
Alamosa* — 



4 Saguache 

Del Norte. 
Ho. Conejos 



127 • 4 Jlo. Conejos 



S.D. Cristo 



Consultation 
Evaluation 

•Evaluation 

> 

, * 

Consultation 



Observation & 
Consultation 

Behavior Prograrn 



Evaluation, behavior 

program, home program 

in readiness skills 
* 

Consultation 



Consultation 
Consultation 



Consultation, 
Postuwl Exercises 



Consultation 



2/81 

2/81 . • . 
2/81 

2/81 
2/81 

2/81 ^ ' ' 
11/80 - 4/81 . 
11/80 - 4/81 

12/81 

» 

11/80 
11/80 



11/80 - 4/81 



9/80 * 10/80 



% Sanford 



Home Program 
Sign Language 

. 16 19 



.10/80 ^ 1/81 



Physical 
Therapist, 
Occupational 
Therapist 

Physical / 
Therapist 

Physical 
Therapist, 
Occupational 
Therapist 

Physical 
Therapist 

Physical 
Therapist 

Special 
Educator 

Special . 
Educator 

Special 
Educator 



Special 
Educator 

Speech 

' Physical 
Therapist. 

Physical 
Therapist, 
Occupational 
Therapist, 
, Special 
Educator/ 

Special* „ 
Emptor " 

Special 
Educator 



'Direct Service Cont: ' 



ChiTd 



District 



Activities 



Date 



Staff 



130 ^ 



131 



'132* 



133 



'134 



135 



136 . 



i 



No. Conejos 



No. Conejos 
'Saguache 



Centennial 

<< 

• Sierra Grande 

Det Norte ' ' 

/ 

M Alamosa 



EVal uation 



Evaluation 



'Evaluation, Language 
"with Handivoice, OT 
Prograjn, Transfer and 
Gf'qss Motor training 
feemng program, school 
readiness skills 

Behavior Consultation 



10/80 

10/80 
10/80 



5/81 



10/80 



Evaluation, B. Mod h 
program, school readi- 
ness skills 

Observation, consultation 9/80 

Evaluation, Art- 11/80 

iculation> Basic 

Concepts 



9/80 - 12/80 



Occupationa 
Therapist^T 

Physical 
Therapist 

Physical 
Therapist 

All Staff 



Special 
Educator 

Special 
Educator 



Special 
Educator 

Speech 



\ 



\ • 
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EDUCATION 

Education of Parents & Parent Involvement . ~ 

Integration'- Transitional Classroom ~ Mainstreaming Handicapped 

Inservice - Staff - PubVic Public School-' Teachers / - 

Higher Education - Graduate Students - Special* Education. Students 
Extension Classes 



0 



18. 



• 21 
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PARENT INVOLVEMENT 



. ^During the first year 'of Project REACH much emphasis was placed on 
acquisition of .methoctSKbase* on the model" developed at^ the Uni'yers.ii|y of 
New Mexico Parelft Involjement Center by Dr, Roger- Kroth: Efforts to update 
information were rejiejwed the second, year "and much time was given to 
implementation of. the methodology. *"*" . ' „ 



Parent meetings were planned to disseminate informations encourage 4 
s active group participation and to foster a, sense' of ownership; of the progragi , 
on the part of the parents. These jrceetings were ^organized arbund*the re* * 
, sponse to an interest questionnaire," and .were held -thjree geograjjjjicayy 
convenient locations. Attendance was poor, witty two parents, participating" otJt* 
of the 29 who were yivit^f. Because assistance with transportation,' baby 
sitting and scheduling were offered, the^e were nbt'thofight to 'be responsible 

for the poor turnout. - * ' * m + - 

' ' ' 1 / £ * * «' " ■ * ' ' . 

At the outset t>f the Third year, the emphasis, was^rfenewed an close . 

contact with individual familiesc Consul tat ion. with parents, supervision 



V 

# , of active parental participation in therapy and distribCttion of both] 

general^and specific information to families were*stressed. "Newsletters were 
• mailed *out periodically in*a further attempt to disseminate information^and . 
> solicit comments/ 

It has become apparent that the interest priorities of the parent 'population 
in this isolated, rural, area does not allow the organization of parent groups. 
• The Teyel of interest focuses cm the specific child 1 an^his-handicap, as opposed 
. fc ,to the general field and 'commoti \nterests* .Consequently, the most effective 

activities have beeh those desigr^| to reach the individual fartiily on a ane-to-one 
• basi§. Good follow-through has been achieved with a lar^e percentage of the' . 
, families involved with physical therapy, and somewhat smaller percentage of the 
families involved with occupational therapy, speech/langurf^ and special education*. 

; . . ■■ -.. ' • i9 " 22 • ^ ' 



It has bgeti noted "that there seems to be~a concentration of effort on one 
• gLiverr area by the family, despite the i-Qtervention of therapistsifl^om different 
disciplines. And* that concentration seems to-be related to the amount of^ime 
spe*t. in home^visits and the persistence with which the therapist enlists the 
. aid of parents and siblings*. 

All in all, the' direct, single family intervention within the .home appears 
a to have been most effective. Prioritization of goals\became apparent in the 
\ . activities that received the greatest'amount of follow-through. Not only did 
2^ the parents consider the goals designated by the therapists, but they worked, 
iri most" case^, to help achieve these goals.* The involvement of pa-rents is felt 
, to. have been' a successful aspect of the Project. v 



INTEGRATION SERVICES 



The integration of children from a community centeV back into" their 
home districts, and the fostering of a healthy attitude on the pari; of 
staff, administration and students have received a great deal of attention 

from Project REACH mergers during the three 'years of the project's existence. 

♦ «- ~ - * 

In the Sprihg- <}f 1979, numerous visitations Were made with children ' 
from Bl eft Peaks Learning Center in their Home districts, REACH also was 
instrumental in the organization of a transitional classroom to aid in the 
mainstreaming procesiT to v be supported jointly by the community center and 
one of the larger districts, I.n another district, a 9 year old Down's 
Syndrome chi.ld was placed in a kindergarten class with a great deal of assis- 
tance from tf^, Itinerate Special Educator, f . 

In the Fall of 1979, the REACH staff was involved in the- successful 
placement of a 5 year'old Cerebral TPalsy child fn an appropriate kinder- 
garten program, augmeted-with adaptive P.E. at schdoT and speech/ language , 
at home. In January 1980, REACH again became directly involved with the 

transition of a 12 year old Spinabifida child from the transitional cl-ass- 

* " - . i 
room to her home district. Support. and information were made available 

full-time during the transition month v and on~an itinerant b^si thereafter. 

The 1980-1981 year saw four additional moderately-severely handicapped 

Cerebral Palsy children placed in a ^mainstreamed situation. Two of the 

children, boys of 15 and 17 years, "went to the same schobl from the 

community center. A g'irl of 7 years was returned to her home' district 

shortly after school began in £he fall. And the fourth, a 6 year old^boy, 

wen^into kindergarten in yet another district. Of these children, the • 



first three are wfieelchair bound, and the fourth just teajm ing-4o-walkr- 
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AlTare functionally non-verbal . Different degrees 'of success have been 
noted, depending on motivation of student, attitude and follow-through of' 
parents, severity of handicap and attendant factors (such as drool^control ) , 
and amount of inservice conducted prior to actual transition. 

To date\ REACH has been directly involved wTth integration of * • 
children from a*community center to either transitional or regular class,- 

rooms in. six 0/ the fourteen districts. Service has been provided for 

» ' ■ - 

handicapped children in (he existing population in the remaining. eight 
districts. A contributing factor has been that cooperation between staff 
at the Handicapped Center and the REACH team has been good during the 
1980-1981 year, and support services and joint evaluations have been utilized. 
• As pointed out in the 1979-1980 evaluation; an extremely worthwhile 

* * 

integration. activity was the presentation of the "Kids on the Block" _ 

puppet show. During that ye^r 1316 students and staff were in 'attendance. - 

In ig80-1981, an additional 258/'students and staff members in 11 districts 

. were seen, for a total audience of 3903. The remaining district was 

t unable to schedule the show due to the time constraints. A groat deal of . 

emphasis was put on small group participation and follow-up activities! 

t v - ■ 

These shows were presented in^an attempt to promote understanding and •> 

acceptance of^handjcaps at a leVel children K-.6 could identify with, and, 

to provide teachers and administrators with some useful, factual resource 

, material. Feedback trom professionals and parents alike has been extremely 

encouraging. Ah additional inservice was presented to 60 sixth graders to 

further facilitate the ^integration of a mentally Retarded peer-into their 

school . N . *'"•." 
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li\ addition, a population*^ approximately 120 students, grades 7-12' 
and all appropriate staff members at the junior-senior high level were * 
given a full -day integration inservice prior to receiving to Cerebral 
Palsy teenage boys. This -inservice included videotapes, simulated 
handicaps experienced by the students themselves, and small "group dis- ^ 

4 ^ 

cussion of Cerebral Palsy and handicaps in general. 

Although ^ the 'district task forces projected in last year's evaluation 

were n<?t forthcoming,, many staff members. in all districts have exhibited 

\ * 
a heightened degree of awareness and an. increasing willingness to u go to* 

bat" for the rights of their moderately-severely- handicapped students. 

And, th£ acceptance shown by the student^ has been*gratvfying. 

Beginning in the falf of. 1981, the system' of 'delivery for support 

service's for all of the 14 district/ will be re-organized. The new system 

reflects district ownership of responsibil ity for education 

the school -aged population formerly served by the community center. , * 

All clients will be served in either solely supported or shared, class- 

.rooms .within the districts. It is hoped that the efforts of the REACH 

Team have been .instrumental in this process, and that the results of our 

work-in integration will be applied to the situations that arise. 



^ 1 • INSEWICE 

The inservice component of Project REACH is an extremely' integral 
• and important factor. The fol lowing , are operational implications, the in.- 
service coordinators utilize: • 

* . • » 

1.. Because many participants have been unsatisfactory experiences 

.with in-service .activities, it is critical that teachers be involved 
• in the identification and articulation of their own training needs. 
When teachers are involved in the initiation ^nd organization of 

. ' training activities, conditions are enhanced for peer support, shared 
effort, and eventual utilization of new insights and skills. 

2. A problem-solving approach has the greatest pptential for'resulting 
in real v l earning. Therefore, most in-service education activities" 

"are carried orv within the setting in which the learners "normally 
work together. Using the inquiry method, staff members can_effect- 

- j^ely learn to. identify and analyze their own problems and to part- 

' icipate in achieving solutions. 

3. Many resource materials and technological aids are now available, 
and many useful kinds of training facilities ha\fe been designed and 

*' developed. Training, programs provede the participant with the 
- opportunity to learn to use current resource materials, 

< * 

4. Group efforts at problem solving encourage the sharing- of acquired 
skills and^of tested methods for dealing ^with common problems. Thus 
teachers themselves can contribute to a growing body of knowledge 

that will be of significance to the entire profession*. 

* * * - . * • 

-Approximately 34 inservices have been conducted since August 25, 198(3* to 



May 29, 1981." The total number' of participants was 340. adults. Almost all 
inservices were evaluated 'at the end of the presentation, however, due to time 
limitatiorts or odd circumstances, .some inservices were not formally evaluated. 
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INSERVICE CHART FOR 1980-1981 



DATE 



INSERVICE TOPIC 



LOCATION 



PRESENTOR (S) 



August 29, 1980 



Project REACH Description 



Beaver Creek, South Fork 



Occupational Therapist, Speech 
Therapist, Physical Therapist 
Special Educaton 



September 8, 1980 



Spina Bifida 



Sangre de (^isto Elementary 



Occupational Therapist, 
Physical Therapist, Special 
Educator 



September 10, 1980 I 



►Parent/Teacher Communication 



Mountain Valley High School 
Saguache 



Physical Therapist 



October 6, 1980 



Project REACH 



Learning Conference, Alamosa 



Physical Therapist, Occupa- Kl 
tiona.1 Therapist, Speech 
Therapist, Special Edacatbr 



October 16, 1980 



Muscular Dystrophy 



Monte Vista Headstart 



Physical Therapist 



October 2'2, 1980 



Stress & Relaxation 



Centauri High School 
. La Jara 



Physical Therapist • 



November 13, 1980 



Seizure Disorders 



Center High School, Center 



Physical Therapist 



December 10, 1980 



Stress & Relaxation 



North Conejos 'Jr. High, 
Capulin 



Physical Therapist -\ % 



December 18, 1980- 



Cerebral Palsy 



Mountain Valley, Saguache 



Occupational -Therapist 



December 19, 1980 



Cerebral Palsy & Simulations 



Mountain Valley, Saguache 



Occupational Therapist, 
Physical Therapist, Speech 
Therapist, Special, Educator 



February 13,14, 1981 



Project REACH 



Council for Exceptional 
Children Conference, 
Colorado Springs 



Occupational Yherapi'st, 



February 16, 1981 



Project REACH 



Superintendents Council 



Occupational Therapist 



February 18, 198U 
March 10, 1981 ' 



Behavfor Management 



Romeo Elementary, Romeo 



Special Educator 



Project REACH 



American Occupational Therapy 
Association, San Antonio, TX 



i 

Occupational Therapist 
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• INSERVICE CHART FOR 1980-1981 - CONTINUED 



' ' DATE - INSERVICE TOPIC" LOCATION " ' . PRESENTOR (S) 



April 13, 1981 


Learning Strategies 


■ BOCES, Staff 


, Consultants 


April 17, 1931 


* * 

Stress & Relaxation 


Sanford 


Physita*! Therapist , 


April 20, 1981 


Project REACH Summary 


• BOCES Board 


Occupational Therapist 


April. 8, 1981 


Project REACH ' ~ 


• Boulder 


Occupational Therapist 


September to 
June '• - 


19 Integration Puppei Shows 


13 School Districts 


Occupational Therapist, 
Physical Therapist,,. Speech 
Therapist, Special Educator 



- ^ 




HIGHER EDUCATION 



I : The Project REACH staff continued its involvemerrt-wfth- Adams 
N State College in the final year of the project. A twelve Week off- 
cai^bus extension class was given in a local community. Two other 
communities were offered the same class but^declined ,due to different 
priorities of education. t * 

A graduate student of Speech Pathology spent an- intensive 
internship with project REACH to enhance her skills In working with severely 
and moderately handicapped^ children. Graduate schools of Physical and 
Occupational Therapy were contacted and offered the area as sites 
/ for interns. 'The Universities deeded -that due to the high cost of 
gasol inland the rural and« isolated location they would rather keep their 
studen/s close to the universities. 

In order to encourage interdisciplinary considerations, an off-campus 
extension class was offered and presented to the South Conejos School 

District Staff .\ Eighteen teachers from the elementary, junior high and 

' * 4 ' • 

high school grades attended the class. One semester hour credit for the cost 

of $25.00 was offered. The following topics were covered in the course: 

Handicap^ sm 

Cerebral Palsy ^ _ • 

Mental Retardation 



1 



• ■ - -f 

w Hearing Impairments 

rmp.lications.of P.L. 94-142 

Behavior Management ' . 



i 



Parent and Teacher Communication 
The class was well received and evaluations by* the participants 
were high. Participants viewed, it as^a beneficial and needed experience. 



This class was offered -to two other dtstricts for the spring 
semester. Both districts declined, .stating that their teachers ^ere 

* * t 

involved in too many inserviceS and classes as '.it was. 



\ 
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HIGHER EDUCATION- INVOLVEMENT 



Ur\ I C 


TMWOI VFMCMT 
llivULVLntm / 




September ,15 


Plan off-carapus extension 
class with ASC Department . 

j ■ Flcau <,l opcL 1 a 1 CUUCd 1 1 On J 


*• 

Occupational Therapist 


September 29 
to 

December 22 


^ondu^t off -campus extension 
class entitles "Mainstreaming 
Techniques ^for the Regular 
Classroom Teacher" in tfie >^ 
South Conejos School District 
• 


Special Educator 
' Physical Therapist 
Occupational Therapist 
Speech Therapist 


January 19 


Contact two' school districts 
offering the above class 


.Occupational * 
^ Therapist 


February 16 

to. 
May 4 


* 

Provide internship experiences 
for one Speech Pathology 
Graduate 'student 

: *m . ,: — 


Speech Therapist 



4» 
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INTERAGENCY COOPERATION..? 

• t 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 



i 
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INTERAGENCY COOPERATION \ 



Communication and cooperation between the various funding and servic 
agencies areVimportant components of this'iliodel for ^several* reasons. 
Without coordination important considerations to a child's compre- 
hensive program may not surface. Th\s may result in an incomplete 
<Jr inadequate prescription/ Compounding ^t lie proMem, in rural areas 
there -is frequent a 'shortages service providers* ^ 

the Developmental /Evaluation Clinic i^ri^w .an example successful 
cooperation between agencies, however* yds was not always the 
case. fundamental confli'ct arose In tffe cHagaostic prescriptive' 
approach employed by the- evliluators from ^the^^eaicsil and educational 
systems respectively. The D & E^Clinic evolved through the medi.cal 
model (Colorado State Department 'of Health), i .e. diagnosis/ 
4 prescription without direct parental involvement. The Clinic re- 
lied on evaluators from the BOCES (educational n»del) where direct 
parental input is jfelt to be essential arid is mandated By Jaw. 

< » » 

The steps tfelken to remediate this conflict exemplvfy a workable 
process to achieve cooperation between^these\agencies. These were: 

1) Ini>tiaKContact ' . % : 

a. Personal, the establishment of appropriate working) relation- 
. - ships. In this case, several BOCES members Were* already . * 
•on the D/& E admip.tstrat^ve board* prior to the conflict. 

\ b. Information sharing and' delineation of resppnsibilities 
at all levels! 



2) Communication between the agencies at*an administrative. level 
as to* procedures and g&als. - *' * 

3) Definition of congruency/inoongruency of soals*and procedures at 
• the administrative level. ^ % 

/4) -Negotiation prooess at an administrative level . 'The/outcome of: 
this negotiation process should be a compromise concerning the 
differences of philosophy- or approach work,able>for both systems. 

5) .Upo^ arrival at workable comprQmise, Jhe solutions Should be s . 
disseminated to- all involved, (staff, administrators , parents, 
etc.) , - s 

6) Thfe outcome then should be 'approached; with an attitude -of coop- 
% eratipn. In this case the outcome (compromise) was the estab.- 

T -lishment of 2 staffing processes, one with parents involved * 
directly, one in which. only professionals were present. 

• ? ' ' ' 
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. •: 31 36 . ' ... • 



INTERAGENCY COOPERATION 



7) Evaluation of 'the effectiveness of the compromise by all in- 
volvedl 



\ 



8) Further negotiation at an administrative lfevel if needed,. With 
appropriate dissemination. 

The compromise outcome anci the D & E process has been evaluated by 
the Colorado State Department of He'alth. They liked the new format 
enough to use the SLV D & E Clinic as a^mo3eT)for other D & E clini 
around the state with similar conflicts. 

In the case of interagency coordination where ba^i 
arise the process may flow as follows: 



cs 



ronflicts do not 



* > 



Si > 



1) Introduction at^all levels- 
*a. Personal * ° 

# b. Information sharing*, responsibility delineation. 

2) Communication between agencies as to goals,- procedures at an 
administrative level. The level of coordination can be estab*- 

* lished if no problems, arise. 

3) . Dissemination .to all involved the. procedures and responsibilities 

of al]_*invol ved. * * ' 

4) Evaluation of the effectiveness of. cooperations and direct 
institution of needed changes. . ^ 

'In its third year Project REACH continued "to coordinate referrals to 
various state and local agencies (see referral chart). Other outcomes 
of .interagency coordination include the c -establishment of a Cerebral 
Palsy clinic to enhance j^ommuni cation between the medical and educational 
programs of children with CP.-.Jn the case of CP medicaT information 
is basic to their' educatipnal programming. 

The' inter-agency flow chart deve/loped by .Project REA& is in the process 
of being introduced at .a BOCES wide JeveT* to ^enhance communication 
between agencies for .children not di Meetly served by REACH. 0 



mcW^&,e%-. -u. ...... 
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SAN LUIS VALLEY BOARD OF C0QPERATIVE SERVICES 

INTERAGENCY FLOW CHART . : 
The purpose, of this f,orm is to aid communication between the various 
service agencies currently'involved with your child. Please draw a line 
to any of the listed agencies following your child. Please list any per- 
tinent agencies not listed *in. the space provided. 



Special Services through 
school district. 

a. Special Education 

b. Title I 

c. Bilingual 

d. Other (specify) 



Public Health 

a. Nurse 

b. 



CI inics 

1. Devel. Evaluation 

2. Hearing ' 

3. Socliosis/Spinal 

4. Neurology 

5. Pediatric Cordi- 
ology 

6. Orthopedic 

7. Dental 



Hanidcapped Childreris 
Program 

SLV Comprehensive Mental 
Health Program 

Adams State College - 
Speech & Hearing Clinic 

Social- Services or 
Supplemental Security 



NAME: 



DISTRICT: 

GRADE: 

D.O.B. :'_ 
AGE: 



-r- PARENT/GUARDIAN: 



8. 



Colorado Rural Legal 
Services wP* 

Headstart (specify 
location) ' 



10. 



ADDRESS: 
PHONE: 



a. 



Community Recreation 
'Activities i.e., summer 
swimming or athletics 
(specify location) 

— . 

Family Physician 
(specify) 



12. Family Dentist (specify) 



13. 



Other 
a. 



c. 



1. San Luis Valley BOCES 
22nd and San Juan 
Alamosa, CO. 81101 
589r5851- . 

2. Alamosa Co. Public Health Nurse 
702 4th St. 

Alamosa", CO. 81101 
589-6639 

a) Costilla Co-. Public Health Nurse 
P.O. Box 302 J 

, San Luis, COT 81152 
672-3653 

T. 

b) Saguache Co. Public Health Nurse- 
P.O. Box 68 , *- 

Saguache, CO. 81149 
. 655-2531 

c) Conejos Co. Public Health Nurse 
P.O. Box 98 

Conejos, CO. 81129 
376-5916 , ' 



d) Rio Grande, Co. Public Health Nurse 
P.O. Box 418 

Del Norte, CO.. 81132 
< 657-3352 % 

e) Mineral Co.' Public Health Nurse 
P.O. Box 338 

Xreede, CO. 81130 
• 658-2313 

x. 

3. Handicapped Children's Program , 
157012th 

' .Alamosa, CO. 81101 
" 589-4313 

i i 

4. SLV Comprehensive Mental .Health Center 

1015 4th 
" Alamosa, CO. 81101 \ 
589-3671 



5. ASC Speech/Hearing Clinic " 
t*« Adams State College. . 

Alamosa,. CO. . 81101 

6. 'Alamosa Social Services 

610 State St. „ 
Alamosa, CO. 81101 

5S9-2581 

I 

b) Costilla Co. Social Services 
43 1st *. 
- San Luis,* CO. . 81152 y 
672-3376 



* 



d) 



e) 



f) 



7. 
8. 



Saguache ^Social Services 
P.0.^£ox215 *" 
Saguache, CO. 81 149 _ 
655-2614 

Conejos Co. Social Services 
Cotiejos, CO. 81129 
376-5455 * 

Mineral Co. Social Services 
Creede, CO. 81130 
658-2416 

Rio Grande Social Services 

6th and Pei^esco 

Del Norte, CO. 81132 

657-3381 

Family Physician _ 



9. 



10. 



SLV Center for the Handicapped 
703 4th 

Alamosa, CO. 81101 
589-5135 

Colorado Rural Legal Services 
626H> Main 

Alamosa, CO. 81101 
589-4993 ' 

Community Recreation/Services (specify) 



11. Alamosa 'Head Start 
807 Ross Ave. 
Alamosa^ CO. 81101 
589-9171^- 



12. Center Head Start Project 
103 East 3rd 
Center, CO. 81125 ' * 
754-3191 
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13. Conejos Child Development Center. % 
Conejos, CO. 81129- 

376-5563 

14. Costilla yeadatart 
'416 Gaspar 

San Luis, CO.. 81152 
672-3310 

t 

15. Del Norte Headstart 
P.O. Box 362 

,Del Norte, CO. 81132 
657-3101 • 
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COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT ' 

Educating a disabled child's extended environment is an important 
aspect of long-range change toward acceptance into the community. 
This objective of the grant has taken a lower priority to other - * 

* 

more^direct service objectives. 

From August of 1979 through June 1981 ten (10) community presentations 
have been conducted in 6 coiromunities. All of the community presen- 
tations in 80' - 81' were "Coping With Stress" workshops conducted by 
REACH'S Physical Therapist. This presentation has been a very 
popular topic with approximately 150 people attending the workshops. . . 
Approximately 700 people attended the various community workshops 
conducted by REACH in the last 3 years. 
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ANALYSIS, SUMMARY S. CONCLUSIONS 
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\ Final Analysis- 

• / - 
If the criterion of success of the project is judged .in terms of its 

success in meeting the 10 objectives, then the project would be termed 

very successful. The one main goal which called for the implementation of 'an 

exemplary tri-part model for the severely handicapped students to be .used 

. as a model for other rural communities, in the nation seems to have been well" 
addressed and accompli shed % . . v 

In analyzing the accomplishments of the 10 objectives for the project, ' 
the following, results were obtained. .It should be noted that the time line and 
the percentages called for were not met exactly, but for the main part, were 

v accompli shed over tfje three year period. 

Objective 1. To develop and implement in the school and home environment 
prescriptive supplementary supportive programs for 80% 
of the handicapped children ages 5-8 in the 14 school districts 
by June 1979. 

* \ This objective was not met by £he JUne* v 1979 deadline, 

x however, by June 1981, the REACH staff ?had served 136 . • 

children of the 168 children previously identified as . 
needing some such service. This was slightly above the 
- 80% goal. > * - ^ 

Objective 2. To improve the extension of each individual prescriptive 

educational program to the regular and/or special education, 
classroom setting. ..70% by 1980. 

This objective was met by 1980. More than 70% of the 
* children's prescriptive programs were extended to thei-r 
- regular teacher through consultation and demonstration. 



«5 



Objective 3. To improve communication of tne prescriptive goals and 
, methodology to the parents or handicapped children. . .80% 
by 1980. 

As stated in the 1979-80 evaluation, this goal was not 
ritet in 1980. The director and the staff felt. that this 
vfacet of the program was the least effectively handled 
of" all the objectives. ^ However, an examination of the 
"Paretft Involvement" section of this evaluation (p. ) 
shows that the^ REACH staff approached the problem the 
final yea^rQC^oReVto-one family basis and were greatly 
successful in ; fowJiv4ngf tte parents- in the program.. 
This evaljuator* feel§ Jurat this objective was met to a. 
• -very healthy degree 'but^ not at tbe-£0$ level. 
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Objective 4. 



To increase the<socio~functional ,self~copcept, and 
general academic skills of each child enrolled in 
the supplementary support service project by June 1981. 

In an ^fempt to validly measure the abotaL three 
characteristics, the REACH staff .obtained^e 
"Uniform Performance Assfessmept System 11 by White, 
Edgar and. Haring, Child Development and. Mental 
Retardatipn Genter, University of Washington, Seattle, 
Washington- m \ — * ' ' % • 

Scheduling the assessments of the individual children 
became a major problem. Also, the test usually-could 
not be administered in one session, necessitating call 
backs. This time consuming aspect caused the pre-testing * 
.alone to take approximately 45 days to complete assesments 
of only 25 children. 

^The staff considered the test to be very^good, but as 
/Vith all tests designed for handicapped children, the test 

was not appropriate for a<ll the children with their ftany 
. different types of handicaps^ C 
The time element as # the project wound down caused the staff . ' 
to .decide that.it would be impossible to gather enough*' s 
pre-test, post- test data on a large enough sample* to be 
significant. Consequently, the last two months -of the 
project were utilized in direct work with the children. 
Under ideal conditions with enough staff, adequate time 
and controlled scheduling the pre- test, post-test procedure 
to assess the improvement of these children in Socio-function, 
Self Concept and General Academic Skills could be accomplished. 
As it wasTthis objective Was not' met with any objective 
data available. • * . 



Objective 5. 



Objective 6. 



To involve 50 students of various disciplines to work " / 
with - handicapped chtl dren" TTi"the"homes ~or"ischcrotsT \\ 

The director and sta/f found this objective to be nebulous 
and impossible to accurately measure.' As stated in the 1979- 
1980 evaluation, "...many more* than 50' students were acquainted 
With the efforts and philosophy, of thejOCH staff, however, • 
no attempt was made to determine the impact such knowledge 
which might have led to students to engage in the educational* 
process of the handicapped child. or his parents." 

This objective probably was unrealistic to the extent that in 
the total educational process a teacher never really knows # • 
when a "segd" has been planted which" might germinate at a 
much later date. Hopefully/ the college students who did 
become exposed to the program will eventually decide to 
either work in the field or will aid in establishing such 
programs iff their own communities when they graduate from 
college. . ' • 

s 

To increase by 50% the knowledge of ari interdisciplinarian 
approach of 20 professionals by means of a pre-test, post- 
test procedure. 



Objective 6. 
» Cont. 



Objective 7. 



Objective 8. 



The 1979-1980 evaluation showed that such a procedure with 
25 teachers showed a gain of 26% in knowledge by attendance 
at one workshop. This was short of the anticipated or hoped 
for 50% but positive improvement did occur. 

To stimulate 10 school disctjcts to lead in the implementation 
of programs for the handicapped children by 1981. 

The mandate of HB 94142 which called for the mainstreaming 
of most handicapped children was definitely, aided by the 
integration procedures provided by the REACH staff. 

A careful reading of the "Integration Services" under th^ \ » 
Education section of this evaluation report and of the 
1979-1980 report will convince one tha* the staff was 
most proud of their efforts in this area. They were -\> * 
especially pleased with the success of' and student 
interest in their Puppet Show. t Conducted by members of 
the REACH staff, the puppets were used in skits involving 
two puppeteers playing an interaction designed to explain 
and change attitudes toward handicapping conditions in 
a positive way. Handicapping conditions covered in m h 
separate skits were "hearing impairment", "blindness", 
"mental retardation" and "qerebral palsy". 

To acquaint 30% of the graduates in the Special Educatfon 
Curriculums at Adams State College in the procedures of ' f[ 
coordination and supplementary educationallservices of ' * 



a special education teach&r by the end of^l979l n 

As reported in the 1979-1980 evaluation report this -objective 
<- /• Was accomplished although the number of students in the < 
college programs was small. x / 

The program was continued during the 1980-1981 school . 

year but the director was disappointed in the results?. 

Scheduling problems, lack of cooperation by some college 1 

personnel and the excess load on REACH staff members 

all contributed to a less" effective relationship betvreen the'.R^A 

the REACH staff and the college. • , 

Objective 9. To develop acommimity-wide public information/public ed- 
ucation program in 50% of the communities by 1980. 

An attempt was made^o meet this objective by 'staff members,^ 
however, prioriWes dictated that service to the 1 children was 
more pressing and more desirable that meeting the objective. 
This objective was. not met. 
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A summary^ presentation to the San Luis Valley Board '-of Cooperative 
Educational Services on May 27, 1981 by the Project REACH Director, Mrs. 
Kristie Bohn-MCHugh contained the following pertinent facts: 

A model was developed by the Project REACH staff with three major 
components: ' 

1. Service to severely and moderately handicapped children. 

2. Education via in-service*, consultation or Adams State College 
classes to administrators, parents and community members. 

3. Interagency Cooperation Snd communication 

Total expenditures on the Bpoject REACH for. the three yefcr period were 
$335,000.00. J 

A total of 136 children were worked with*by one or all four of the REACH • 
staff (an occupational Therapist, physical therapist, speech therapist, and 
an itinerant special educator). 

- Of the 168 children needing attention, a totaf of 136 were worked with 
on 'a one-to-one basis' by the REACH staff. # ■ 

The average caseload par staff member per week was 15* children. \ 

Staff members travelled a total of 48,000 miles in serving the children . 

- of the Sari Luis Valley. 

• * 

Approximately 30 parents were actively involved in extensive home programs. 

- The staff provided, an awareness and sensitivity to handicapped children 
through the use of Puppet shows and inservices to 13 school districts and 
a total of 39 % Q3 students and school staff members. 

A college -credit class entitled, n Maii\streaiping. Techniques for Regular 
Classroom Teachers" was taught in 3 districts to 65 teachers and administra- 
* : tors. * Numerous inservices, were giverr to approximately 500"teachers 
throughout, the' Valley. ° 

Interagency involvement has included muth cooperation and communication 
with other BOCES programs and child service agencies. The$?Nnc1uded 
Handicapped Children's Program, Mental Health, Blue Peaks Center for the • " 
Ha/idicapped, Public He'altfoand other community groups. Numerous in-ser- - 
vices were provided to the above agencies.* 

Dissemination of the Project REACH has/included presentations to local, 
state and national child centered associations,* cross project visits^ 
publications in journals and' a btfok. 



•* Spin offs of the project have included: 

1. " fielding of law suits regarding services t£ . : handi capped children. 

2. aid in the prevention of teacher .burn out. ,• 

••3. updated, materials and library resources for handicapped children 1 . 
^4. fn interview guide for. administrators and support service staff.' 
-.5. a strong staff development and resource for the BOCES staff. * 
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Conclusions 

This evaluator has observed, worked with and interviewed the REACH 
staff members each of the last three years. He has found them to be 'young, 
intelligent, dynamic persons .-who were truly interested in helping high risk 
children. In the evaluator' s opinion the enthusiasm and extra effort of th-is 

> ♦ 

Staff made the prograjn a success. As pointed out earlier, time lines and 

percentages were not always achieved; However/ positive progress was noted 

r * 
in all sreas. * . . 
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